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1 to support relicensing of Plant Hatch for the future, for

2 our children and grandchildren.

3 We thank you for listening to us. We think it's

4 a good decision. Without any hesitation I recommend that

5 you relicense Plant Hatch.

6 MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Representative Byrd. I

7 thank all of you who have taken the time out of your

8 schedule to come down and attend this public meeting that

9 we're having today.

10 We're going to go to Rita Kilpatrick now, and

11 when Rita is done we're going to go to Sheriff Parker if

12 he's still here.

13 Rita.

14 MS. KILPATRICK: Good afternoon. I'll introduce

15 myself again. My name is Rita Kilpatrick. I'm the

16 Executive Director of Campaign for a Prosperous Georgia.

17 Our organization is a nonprofit conservation and energy

18 consumer organization. We are headquartered in Atlanta,

19 and we have a field office in Savannah.

20 We are a Statewide organization with members

21 throughout Georgia. And I want to say on a personal note

22 my mother was born in Georgia and the family has been for

23 many generations in the Washington County area in any

24 direction on either side, and this issue is of great

25 importance to me personally as well as professionally.
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1 I have worked in the energy field for many years

2 and understand alternatives that are available and what

3 the issues are surrounding nuclear energy as a whole. We

4 have been focusing specifically on Plant Hatch.

5 I want to bring out the fact that this is an

6 area of vital economic significance, and with Plant Hatch

7 located in Appling County along the banks of the Altamaha

8 River, the livelihoods of hundreds of thousands of people

9 depend on the river and the ecology in the area, and

10 billions of dollars of resources from fisheries,

11 agricultural activities, forage, and other coastal

12 activities all are at stake here. Because of

13 the thrust of this hearing today, the environment -- and

14 we connect that to health concerns, and we do have quite a

15 few economic and security issues that we would like to be

16 raised later.

17 One major concern that we have is that Plant

18 Hatch is located in an earthquake zone that threatens the

19 public and the surrounding environment. There have been V15

20 earthquake activities in the area -- Lake Sinclair of

21 special note -- and I won't dwell on that, but that is a

22 concern to us, as well as earthquake activity in other

23 nearby areas in the region. So we would like for that

24 issue to be taken up and given very serious consideration

25 during this relicensing process.

97



1 We have some concerns about the natural

2 deterioration of the plant. We realize that there will be

3 additional hearings to look at technical issues, and

4 insofar as the condition of the plant in a fairly decayed

5 and contaminated state already, we believe that this is

6 only going to worsen with time and the deteriorating V16

7 effects that radiation is going to have on the plant of

8 course is a concern.

9 There are situations of forced automatic

10 shutdown that have occurred -- one in mid '99 and, of

11 course, one at the beginning of this year. These are

12 examples of faulty equipment problems, and these have an

13 impact on the environment whereas particular releases

14 occur as a result of the problems. These need to be

15 looked at within the environmental arena.

16 There are quite a few concerns here that I am

17 going to skip over we weren't sure how much time we would

18 be given here, so I want to be as brief as I can.

19 Our analysis of the situation so far tells us

20 that there have already been an unacceptable level of

21 damage and that there and that will worsen as the plant

22 continues operation over time. And I should note that

23 there is no plant anywhere in this country that has

24 operated anywhere near the way Plant Hatch is looking to

25 extend its license toward. There are several examples of V01
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1 plants that have had to close down early before their

2 initial original license life span was expended. So that

3 is a concern that we have. It is not a good record that

4 we have to work with so far.

5 As mentioned in previous comments by other

6 people, there have been major spills and highly V02

7 radioactive contaminated water from the spent fuel pool

8 occurring back in 1986, due to a number of problems,

9 leakage seals, lack of attention to documented problems,

10 et cetera, and there are numerous examples that I won't go

11 into today that bring us to look at a level of

12 contamination that exists already and ask where we're

13 headed with this for the future.

14 We recognize that people living in the area need

15 to put on a fairly happy face. It is important for the

16 company itself to appear to be environmentally perfect in

17 some regard, and yet we urge that the actual record be

18 looked at very closely in this case.

19 The plant is situated over a major regional

20 limestone aquifer system that has groundwater resources

21 which we know the surrounding communities rely upon, and

22 therefore that water quality and the health associated

23 with that is a top concern to us. And the particular type

24 of aquifer that this is a special concern.

25 We are concerned also that the NRC frequently
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1 categorizes problems as generic industry problems, and we

2 request that y'all treat all the problems and the areas of

3 concern that are raised in this process about Plant Hatch

4 as site-specific problems rather than generic and industry V03

5 problems. We have been very concerned about the way that

6 these generic problems have been handled and too often

7 cast aside as, "We can't do anything about it; it's a

8 generic problem."

9 I'm trying to not repeat some comments that were

10 made earlier by several people.

11 Issues surrounding the dumping of radioactively

12 contaminated sludge on the land for many years is

13 certainly something that we are not happy about and see as V04

14 a contamination clean-up issue.

15 The practice of upending the radioactively

16 contaminated drums so that the residue would drain onto

17 the ground from the drums and with drums holding

18 radioactive waste oil and water that were contaminated and

19 would have contaminated the soil and underground storage

20 tank, that is a very serious problem that again needs to

21 be looked at as part of the history here of performance.

22 The dam that is located on Lake Sinclair and its

23 potential impact if it were to break, to look at the

24 condition of that dam and the potential for earthquake

25 activity or other natural events to affect its ability to
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1 keep water contained and avoid flooding, if there were a

2 dam breakage the height at time of flooding, that is V05

3 something that needs to be looked at and taken into

4 consideration.

5 Of course, the dry cast storage construction

6 underway to the level of radioactivity associated with is

7 that phenomenal and way out of range to what we understand

8 is even within some fairly new standards that fairly

9 exist. And that can be separated out. We can note that V06

10 was the storage issue that was wholly taken off the list

11 and not considered as an environmental association. In

12 our opinion it does.

13 And if you're looking at continuing to generate

14 high level radioactive waste on site with nowhere to put

15 it except in one of these dry cast storage containers,

16 that the problem with those casts can be multiplied as we

17 keep generating waste and keep moving it.

18 The fact that radioactive contamination of

19 sediment attributed to Plant Hatch operations extends as

20 far as Jesup and Darien. The extent to which

21 contamination has spread is something that clearly needs V08

22 to be looked at. We have some independent analysis on the

23 level of radioactive contamination which came out in

24 questioning over today. We are concerned about the amount

25 of money that is going into the license renewal process.
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1 We were surprised by the request for waiver, and we felt

2 that it was probably not enough to get into an expensive

3 relicensing review which we feel is needed with the amount

4 of funds that are designated. We are very concerned that

5 with a low amount of funds they will be able to do

6 adequate analysis on the water contamination issue.

7 There are numerous concerns we have with worker

8 contamination which I won't get into. I will comment on

9 that separately at another time.

10 I want to say something -- I can't wrap up here

11 without mentioning -- and with all due respect to the

12 folks, the woman who represented the Institute here in

13 making a statement that the plant does not emit air

14 pollution, I would encourage her and others of you who

15 hold that viewpoint to turn to some information that came

16 out in the past year from the Better Business Bureau,

17 which is a Federal independent bureau, challenging the

18 nuclear industry as a whole on some advertising that it

19 was running. I will just quote very briefly here from the

20 New York Times dated 1998 end of year stated that the

21 nuclear industry changed an ad that the Bureau said

22 falsely claimed that nuclear reactors make power without

23 polluting the air and water or damaging the environment.

24 The Better Business Bureau's national advertising

25 division, which is based in New York, said in its decision
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1 today that the industry should stop calling itself

2 environmentally clean and stop saying it makes power

3 without polluting the environment, indicating that these

4 claims are simply not supportable. And we certainly

5 understand that and appreciate the effort that the Better

6 Business Bureau has made to correct some

7 misrepresentations that shouldn't be provided in the first

8 place.

9 I just want to put in a quick note also to the

10 people concerned that there are no alternatives here. I

11 would encourage the company and other companies who co-own V10

12 this plant to pay attention to pay attention to what the

13 Tennessee Valley Authority is doing. They just unveiled a

14 three power program which is commendable. We would like

15 them to do much more and we believe they can. We know

16 that the Southern Company can surpass what TVA tries to

17 put out there. It's a publicly accountable program, and

18 they work very closely with local environmental

19 organizations to develop. We are eager to see that

20 program scaled up substantially.

21 Just a quick mention of what they are looking to

22 offer a power switch program to residential consumers in

23 blocks of power that are about 12 percent of a typical

24 household's monthly energy use. So that's something to

25 cast aside. We were very concerned when we looked over
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1 the Southern Company licensee file on this relicensing

2 with the presentation that the alternatives, especially

3 environmentally clean energy are really not available to

4 us. We wholeheartedly disagree with that and would

5 encourage close attention to other companies that are

6 taking a very strong leadership role, not only in the

7 country but now starting in the Southeast, to develop

8 alternatives. We would like, of course, to see a

9 comprehensive approach to this question of whether it is

10 cost-effective and whether it is environmentally

11 beneficial for this relicensing of Plant Hatch to proceed,

12 in contrast with a comparison to alternatives that are

13 available.

14 And let me make one final comment here in

15 closing. We ask for there to be a look at what clean-up

16 of contaminated area really needs to be done now, and over

17 the future with any extension of the plant operation, what V11

18 added cost does that bring to clean-up? And what are the

19 situations that could occur down the road? As you know,

20 the electric industry is under deregulation mode, and we

21 have not seen deregulation occur here yet but it could

22 down the road. And the question of what liability this

23 leaves, there are very sweeping, dramatic changes

24 occurring in the industry across the country and across

25 the world in terms of who owns what plants. This plant
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1 may not be owned by the same company that it is now, and

2 what does that mean in terms of liability to the local

3 community and a clean-up that is very much needed now and

4 will be increasingly necessary in the future?

5 We are fearful of particulate radiation that has

6 been released, in particular cobalt-60, which is in the

7 sediment in the river and adjacent creeks and tributary

8 areas, and decontamination of the equipment, material, and

9 buildings on site. And of course going with that,

10 adequate compensation of any contaminated workers, and

11 there have been some documented. And to the general

12 public who may be affected or whose well water has been

13 affected, and to look at the other problems associated

14 with internal spent fuel storage situation.

15 I thank you for the time you have given and we

16 appreciate the opportunity to file some more documents.

17 MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Rita.

18 Is Sheriff Parker here?

19 SHERIFF PARKER: Man, please. I thought I would

20 never get this far. Y'all like to run me off, but I had

21 to stay.

22 I've got my assistant. He's a deputy sheriff.

23 He's also a member of the board of education. I ain't got

24 a whole lot of notes because my daddy used to say if

25 you've got write it down, it's not worth saying most of
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1 Next we will go to Rita Kilpatrick from Campaign

2 for a Prosperous Georgia.

3 MS. KILPATRICK: Good evening. I'll introduce our

4 organization. We are a nonprofit conservation and energy

5 consumer organization. We are headquartered in Atlanta,

6 and we have a field office in Savannah.

7 We are a Statewide organization with members

8 throughout Georgia. We have been in existence for 17

9 years now, working on energy issues, and have a wealth of

10 information and knowledge based on different energy

11 alternatives available to Georgia, some of which have been

12 tapped, some not.

13 We work hard in different areas -- the Public

14 Service Commission -- and occasionally participate in NRC

15 public hearings and proceedings -- and have been very

16 actively involved in the air quality issues that Georgia

17 faces and particularly involved in the clean-up of the

18 coal-fired power plants throughout the State.

19 And I want to say on a personal note my mother,

20 granddaddy, great granddaddy, great-great, and on back --

21 all grew up in South Georgia. This area is very special

22 to me for that reason. Not only in regard to the work

23 that I do but also from a family point of view, I care a

24 lot about what happens here.

25 My organization, I need to state, does not
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1 support the license renewal of Plant Hatch, and we do not

2 agree with those who hold the belief that the plant is the

3 best option for supplying energy to the region. We

4 actually would be deceiving the public if I stood up here

5 and said that we believe this plant is operating safely

6 now and has historically operated in safe ways to the

7 public and would in a relicensed future.

8 In looking at energy choices, nuclear plants are

9 in our view the most dangerous and most threatening in

10 terms of risks, not only to the environment but to human

11 health, and, in the long run, to the economy itself.

12 Because this hearing is focused on environmental criteria,

13 environmental factors, we're going to steer clear as much

14 as we can from commenting on the economic and security

15 concerns that we have because we will have an opportunity

16 to raise those later.

17 I had elaborated this afternoon on some areas of

18 concern that we ask the NRC to please address in the

19 relicensing process, so I won't repeat those. They are

20 related to the earthquake zones, the spills that have

21 occurred over time at this plant, and the dumping on land

22 and in areas that should not have been dumped on and the

23 increasing contamination at the site, to be addressing

24 those as well as the natural deterioration of the plant

25 which is inevitable to occur with the aging of the plant
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1 and the need for aging monitoring to be going on. We feel

2 that that is extremely important.

3 I ran short of time this afternoon, so I just

4 wanted to bring out a little more on the aquifer issue.

5 We are very concerned and hope that the NRC will assign

6 top priority to the environmental issues area of looking

7 at the fact that Hatch is situated over a major regional

8 limestone aquifer system containing groundwater resources V12

9 and that that does impact the surrounding community, which

10 relies on underground wells, and to pay attention to one

11 of the local aquifers near the plant, being an unconfined

12 meicene pleiocene aquifer.

13 This afternoon people will standing up and

14 making claims and not referencing any evidence or

15 documents. We can certainly do that. We would be glad to

16 provide that kind of information if anyone feels that some

17 of the concerns we are raising are not substantiated in

18 the documents either provided by the company or by the NRC

19 or the State.

20 We wanted to mention a concern we do have about

21 the continuation of operation at Plant Hatch. Obviously

22 we're very concerned about the fact that the plant has

23 maximized its capacity for spent fuel on site and that it

24 is now being forced to look for other options. We don't

25 feel that the option chosen is a safe one, to set up a dry
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1 cast storage system, including the one that has been

2 selected or which will, by the way, be the first

3 experiment of that in the country, if that goes forward.

4 NRC has revealed that these types of casts will

5 put off 125 millirems per hour on the site of the cast

6 over pack and 85 millirems per hour on the top. There is

7 nothing safe about that. Those levels are phenomenally

8 high, and they are very risky and dangerous to people who

9 are working in the area.

10 This radioactivity will stream into the

11 environment and will further add to the radiological V07

12 burden to people in the area, as well the environment and

13 wildlife and migrating birds at levels above already

14 existing contamination and above the daily routine

15 releases that occur of radioactive contamination to water

16 and air, due to the plant operation. I just want to

17 emphasize that it has been there is no air emissions here.

18 That's not true. There are, and they need to be looked at

19 and taken into consideration in the relicensing process.

20 Everyone was not here when the question was

21 asked if there would be any consideration given to the

22 local health effects of the radioactive emissions,

23 particularly at Hatch. That is extremely important in our

24 view, and it's a factor that we feel would be fairly

25 obvious to consider in looking at whether or not to grant
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1 relicensing.

2 The other items -- I don't know if worker

3 contamination issues are considered a part of this. They

4 are not. We have a host of concerns in that arena, which

5 we will raise at another opportunity.

6 MR. GRIMES: We had earlier explained that all the

7 health effects issue we believe are adequately covered by

8 the ongoing process, and that's the way that they will be

9 reported in the draft of our impact statement. And you

10 will have another opportunity to raise that issue in the

11 draft of the environmental impact statement, the general

12 concern about worker contamination and public exposure.

13 MS. KILPATRICK: I wanted to make a general statement

14 about our concerns with public health and things that we

15 understand that NRC will do to set standards to protect

16 health. We don't believe that you can make a

17 determination that there is not a significant health

18 impact here or perhaps for any plant that is in your V13

19 jurisdiction. And that is based on a combination of

20 actors, including the fact that we don't see there to be a

21 health basis for the NRC. So that is a concern that we

22 can raise in various other ways.

23 And I want to point out for those of you who

24 were here earlier today who will know what I'm talking

25 about, there were quite a comments -- I was struck by the
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1 number of people who came up here and said, "People are

2 healthy around here, and all we have to do is look at the

3 fact that there is a significant number of Georgia Power

4 employees who have worked at Plant Hatch who are now

5 retired and have chosen to stay in the area. So that's a

6 pretty strong indicator that things must be going fine."

7 And our understanding of the health issues is

8 that it takes time for health problems to really reveal

9 themselves when there is radioactivity in the environment

10 and that it's with ensuing generations where problems are

11 likely to arise, although some can occur in various ways.

12 So it depends on what people are talking about. If you're

13 talking about cancers or people keeling over dying, it's

14 not the situation we're facing in the way of health

15 problems.

16 And it's important to look at women and children

17 as well, and we'd like to see a process for that to be

18 taken up.

19 I want to say a few things about the options

20 here, and I should start out with a comment that was made

21 earlier today by the gentleman who is here with the

22 Nuclear Energy Institute, who had referenced an issue

23 brought up about the Better Business Bureau that has

24 challenged the nuclear industry nationwide as running

25 false advertisements that they are a clean industry,
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1 environmentally clean. I have some information about that

2 and would be glad to share that if you all would like to

3 see it. But I felt that the reply to that from the

4 Nuclear Energy Institute attempted to lay out that the

5 Federal Trade Commission actually came back and said, "You

6 guys are clean. You've got clean air."

7 To get the record straight, I'd be glad to argue

8 or file in the record the FTC's decision, because I feel

9 that was presented in a somewhat slanted way for the

10 people at the hearing here. So we can put that together.

11 Our interpretation is that the FTC came out plainly and it

12 would be misleading for the industry to be presenting

13 itself as environmentally clean. The water contamination V09

14 is fairly obvious, but there are other areas of

15 contamination that don't mean clean at all.

16 And if we get into comparisons of which is

17 cleaner, coal or nuclear, thus or that, often when the

18 argument comes up, "Well, we can bring clean air and solve

19 the air quality problem here in Georgia with nuclear

20 plants and do that on a nationwide basis." An analogy

21 that is often made to that kind of scenario is that if

22 you're looking at moving to nuclear power as a solution to

23 air pollution that it's comparable to quitting smoking

24 cigarettes and taking up smoking crack. You need to get

25 the big picture to understand and to really present to the
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1 public, this is what the health implications and the

2 environmental implications truly are.

3 We would like to also have it recognized that we

4 believe the options presented for alternative fuel

5 supplies in the company's filing, licensee's filing, and

6 by some commenters here today, do not necessarily reflect

7 the broader energy industry's analysis. There are quite a

8 few options that are becoming commercially feasible.

9 Renewable energy is becoming available in various ways,

10 and to cast it off as a wind issue that will take up a

11 tremendous amount of land or solar being a possibility,

12 this is just very shortsighted, and it's important to look

13 at the new technologies that are available not only from a

14 distributive generation vantage point but also from the

15 broader technology choices that becoming available

16 worldwide.

17 And added to that, energy efficiency has always

18 been a very important potential that Georgia has not

19 tapped. Electricity consumption, as many of you may know,

20 has skyrocketed. It has outpaced population growth in the

21 last couple of decades here in our State by over two and a

22 half times. We don't look good nationwide. It's not a

23 very commendable feature of our energy use and our energy

24 system. We have a lot to do in that area. There are some

25 fairly simple alternatives that may look like they're not
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1 very important individually, but collectively they make a

2 big difference. And those always have to be kept in mind.

3

4 We've seen some fairly perverse load-building

5 initiatives proposed by the Southern Company to the Public

6 Service Commission. And by "perverse," I mean it attempts

7 to get people to buy more electricity, and it's not just

8 their competition against natural gas and other energy

9 supplies but really a need to build up the system so that

10 those off-peak kinds of usage can be more fully used, and

11 nuclear power plants play into that very significantly.

12 There, too, need to be more generation alternatives, and

13 it is very important to pay attention to the alternatives.

14

15 I want to wind down here by pointing out two

16 points regarding the dependency of Appling County and the

17 area on Plant Hatch as far as tax base. Between 60 and 70

18 percent of the revenue base for the County is fairly

19 alarming to us. We have been doing quite a bit of

20 research on that and have found reports coming out and

21 saying 17 percent reliance on a nuclear plant is too high,

22 and it's not a healthy dependency. Where we can assist in V14

23 helping diversity that base so that it's not as highly

24 dependent on nuclear in the energy arena, where a system

25 built up by other alternatives, we'd be happy to do that
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From: "Michael Mulligan" <stmshvl@together.net>
To: "HATCHEIS NRC" <HATCHEIS@nrc.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 30, 2000 10:05 PM
Subject: Re: Plant hatch

Mr Kugler
I going to make a 2.206 related meteorology safety issue at another Southern Plant.  The gist is;
most analysis looks in some past worst historical record as the justification on heat sink or
meteorology analysis.  I'm asking you specially if Hatch uses-like the regional ; NATIONAL
ASSESSMENT The Potential Consequences of Climate Variability and Change-estimation of
temperature increase on climate.

The specific question is; Does Hatch plant license renewal use future meteorological
estimations of worst case climate changes?  Then I would need to know as a generic issue if
the rest of the licence renewal would be looking at it this way; and  does the NRC mandate that
the renewal looks at it this way.

I'm sorry I initially ask you these question in such a confusing manner.

mike

----- Original Message -----
From: "HATCHEIS HATCHEIS" <HATCHEIS@nrc.gov>
To: <stmshvl@together.net>
Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2000 4:32 PM
Subject: Re: Plant hatch

> Mr. Mulligan,
>
> Generally speaking, these are the types of issues we consider during our 
> review.  But I will need to sit down with the technical area expert to 
> discuss specifics.  This will likely occur around the end of the comment 
> period so that we can go over all comments received.
>
> Andy Kugler
> (301) 415-2828
>
> >>> "Michael Mulligan" <stmshvl@together.net> 11/28 7:01 PM >>>
> Mr Kugler
> Thank you for your responce. Could you tell me if these are new issues which
> I identified(within Hatch licence renewal program) or would they have been
> responded by the renewal program.
>
> Thanks
> mike
>
>
>



> ----- Original Message -----
> From: "HATCHEIS HATCHEIS" <HATCHEIS@nrc.gov>
> To: <stmshvl@together.net>
> Sent: Tuesday, November 28, 2000 3:05 PM
> Subject: Re: Plant hatch
>
>
> > Mr. Mulligan,
> >
> > We received your e-mail comments regarding the Hatch license renewal 
> > environmental impact statement (EIS).  Your comments will be addressed in
> > Appendix A to the final EIS and, as appropriate, in the text of the EIS.
> >
> > Andy Kugler
> > (301) 415-2828
> >
> > >>> "Michael Mulligan" <stmshvl@together.net> 11/23 10:15 PM >>>
> > Has the license renewal taken into consideration the recent Global warming
> > projections?  Does meteorology take into consideration the future worst W01
> > case environment effects like droughts, heavy rainfall-for the life of the
> > license.  Typically the NRC looks at the worst rear view mirror weather
> > record. What have been the trends; air, water,heat sink- for the last 
> > decade on the site, and out for life of the plant? Will the plant(s) have
> > adequate and plentiful plant cooling either-nuclear or non nuclear- and
> > will the heat sink be able to handle the heat addition capacity without
> > damaging the natural heat sink.  Or will the river/ pond be
> >  able to handle the water withdrawls during a drought, or will the 
> > additional heat along with the sewage/ pollution load before or after the
> > plant lead to a reduction in oxygen, such that it damages the ecosystem.
> >
> >
> > mike mulligan
> > 16033367179


